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[COKTINTED FROM FIRST PACK.]
But if the event should prove otherwise, and if,
iu truth, the minority of the Union will leAve
it if they cannot role it, the path of duty is not
leas clear. The majority have no moral right
to abdicate their power; they are responsible
to themselves, to the world, and to posterity,
f>r the intelligent, well-considered, and firm exerciseof it,

Iu respect, however, to this apprehended or

threatened dissolution ofthe Union by the South,
it is the stalest, the poorest, and the paltriest
pretext of American politics. From whatever
utber quarter of the compass a dissolution of
the Union may come, it will never come from
the South; it will never come from States
whose peculiar institution renders them incapableof a separate and independent existence.
The maintenance of a self-sustained power
among the nations of the earth is impossible
with any people weakened, cankered, and demoralized,by Negro Slavery. The two things
cannot co-exist. No example of it can be
found, in the long history of that institution.
The nearest approach to an exception is the
case of Brazil; and that is an instance, not of
iudependence achieved, bat of dominions divitwoKranfFiAd of* A. rt»icrnincr fflmilv
. .. . .>»-e, j

Negro Slavery is essentially a colonial institution; it has always existed in colonies, or, as
In our Southern States, under conditions enablingit to draw protection l'rom the power and
vigor of free .communities. The elaer Quincy
informs as, that when Mr. Calhoun spoke, in
18*20, of a withdrawal of the Southern States
from the Union as a possible event, it was with
a view to a subsequent connection with (treat
'Britain. The same thing was openly proclaimedthe other day at the Capitol, by one of the
Senators from Kentucky, Mr. Thompson.

Not only is this threat of a dissolution of the
Union, by the South, a groundless, an idle, and
even a ludicrous pretext; it is even more, and
worse! It is detiance and insult! If the fourteenslave States will net submit, who is to submit? Is the majority to submit'! Are the
seventeen free States, with more than twotbirds
of the free people of the country, to be dragoonedinto obedience? The South refuses all
con promise. The lists are closed. There
must be a clear victory for the one side or for
the other. The one party, or the other, must
go to the wall. The rule of the majority is re{>ubliean,and can be submitted to without dislonor.We submit to it every day of our lives.
The rule of the minority is tyranny, in every
circumstance which can define tyranny, and
nobody but a poltroon will succumb to it. The
Government we live under deserves all our
atlections and all our support, but only because
it reflects, or can be made to reflect, the fairly
and constitutionally expressed will of the majorityof the people. Whenever it comes to be
controlled by menaces of revolution and secessionfrom minorities, it will represent only those
who can threaten the loudest. That day is,
happily, liar distant.

lie the issue of existing collisions of opinion
what it may, it is an inestimable moral advantageto the North, that it stands upon doctriues
common to the whole country when the Constitutionwas formed. The North has adopted
no new opinions, and proposes no new policy.
When the slave States formed the existing
Union, they did it voluntarily, and with the full
knowledge that the free States abhorred the
institution of Slavery, and would not permit
its extension. The Ordinance of 1787 is an

imperishable monument, which attests to posteritythe opinions of the framers of the Government.It is the South, and not the North,
which has seen new lights, and proposes innovationsupon the principles of our political
partnership.

It is said that there is an important differencein the position of the two parties now contendingfor the Executive power; that the
Southern party, the party whose object is the
extension of Slavery, the party supporting Mr.
Buchanan for the Presidency, has friends and
allies and supporters in all the free States;
and that, on the other hand, the Northern party,the party opposed to the extension of Slavery,the party supporting Colonel Fremont for
the Presidency, has no friends, allies, or supporters,in the slave States. It is said, in short,
that the Southern party is national, because it
is enabled to present an electoral ticket in all
the States, and that the Northern party is sectional,because, with exceptions not important,
it presents electoral tickets only in the free
States. This statement of the case is spacious
and plausible, but will not bear examination.
We have, in the tirst place, the most indubitablefacts to satisfy us that very large numbers
..f u..u a.
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Ktitution of Slavery, and are opposed to its extension.Five-and-twenty years ago, it was the
declared opinion of ninety nine in every hundredin the slave States, that the institution is
an unmitigated curse. As late as 1832, this
was the almost unanimous voice of Virginia.Mr. Clay, the trusted leader of Kentucky, maintainedthis view to his dying day. The contraryview was origiually confined to a little
coterie of politicians surrounding Mr. Calhoun.
It is an exhalation from the bogs and fens and
swamps of the tide-water region of South Carolina.We have with our own eyes seen this
exhalatiou, dark, murky, and disastrous, rise
and spread, until it has obscured the whole
Southern horizon. As those who saw black
clouds gather in the heavens, and veil the
luminary of day, would still not donbt its existence,and would still believe that it would
again, in due time, gladden the earth with its
undiminished and untarnished lustre ; so we,who can remember what Southern opinions
were, and with our own eyas have marked the
origin and progress of the cloud which has obscuredthem, may have undoubting confidence
that, they still exist, and will again assert their
power.

it is impossible, in the nature of things, that,within the limits ofone single generation of men,the unanimous condemnation of Slavery by the
South should be changed into a unanimous approbationof it. All appearances of present unanimityin favor of Slavery are palpably fictitious.
They are brought about by a reign of terror,
which has muzzled the press and silenced free
speech. In most of the slave States, nobody,
except at the peril of life, is permitted to speak
on the subject of Slavery, unless he speaksin a particular way. A member of the Legisla-
ure 01 icxa?, naving tms summer expressedthe opinion that Congress has the power to prohibitSlavery in the Territories, was admonishedby a public meeting in Galveston, that the
utterance of such sentiments would not be toleratediu that city. The other day, in Virginia,within less than one hundred miles of the Capitalof the Union, a Mr. Underwood was admonishedthat he would no longer be permitted to
reside in the State, his offence being that he attendedthe Convention in Philadelphia which
nominated Col. Fremont for the Presidency. It
is perfectly monstrous to talk about the unanimityof the South under snch circumstances. It
is the unanimity of Poland, with the Russian
knout brandished over it. It is the unanimity of
Austrian Italy, under the administration of MarshalRadetskv. It is the unanimity of the subjectsof despotic power the world over. Intelligentmen will not believe that everybody at the
South has fallen in love with an institution
which they all deplored and lamented twentyfiveyears ago. A change of opinion, so sudden
and universal, with not a single new fact to base
a change of opiuiou upon, is not within the com-
pass of possibilities. It needs very little examination to perceive that the present show of
unauimity at the South in favor of Slavery, is
a delusion and a sham, and the result of espionage,political and social ostracism, and downrightbrute violence.

There is one fact, about which there is no

mistake, or possibility of mistake, which throws
a Hood of light upon the real state of opinion
at the South ; and that fact is, the direction of
emigration from it. This light is not a deceptivelight, broken up by a political prism, so as
to make some objects look yellow, and others
red, and others blue.but it is sunlight, streamingpure and serene from the god of day.
Here is solid ground to stand upon. When
men break up their residences, and leave the
States in which they were born, with all the
world before them where to choose, and with
no practical limitation, except to keep within
tbe range of the climates to which they are accustomed,they can choose freely between free
and slave States; and the choice they make is
ail^monstration of preference which cannot be
>u>taken or gainsayed. Now, of the 838,387
persons who had left the border slave States,
4

Wh° Tere 'm other States, in 1850,^t.re foun(j living in free States. And" <* ',J*auce be made for the emigrants having®ves« a"<l therefore obliged to move into slave
i be seen, that of the emigrants* of choice, three fourths selected

tioo nn ^at was true of the emigraituot U so" nV3 Stiil tru*; and wh7.3hould^hree fourths of the white per-

sons of the South own no slaves, and are both
injured and degraded by Slavery.

Everybody personally acquainted with the
South, knows the fact to be j ust what these considerationswould satisfy us it mast be. There
are thousands of persons, not blacks, but whites,
in every Southern State, groaning under the
tyranny which oppresses them, longing for relief,and yet without the means to strike the
blow. The triumph of the Republican party,
which would be the Waterloo of the Slave Oligarchy,would be hailed with delight by vast
numbers, from Mason and Dixon's line to the
Gulf of Mexico, who would leap forth into life,
and light, and liberty, like captives released
from their chains.

It may be true that no Fremont, ticket will
be run in most of the Southern States. There
are very few election precincts at the South,
where men who should presume to vote for
Fremont would not incur a great hazard of
having their throats cut. There is no such
thing as law or liberty at the South, where the
interests or passions of slaveholders are concerned.What the slaveholders of Missouri
have done in Kansas, the slaveholders of Virginia,and of every other slave State, are ready
to do this day, if occasion calls or passion
prompts. The despotism of the slaveholders
cf the South is the most relentless, bloody, and
infernal tyranny, which an inscrutable Providenceever permitted, for the affliction and punishmentof mankind.

It is true that no Fremont ticket will be, or
can be, run at the South, with the exception of
three or four States, and that a Buchanan
a! _1 a. !! 1__ * il IT .1 l < . 1 1_
ucaei win oe run at me rsortn ; nut mis oniy
proves that the North is civilized, governed by
law, and tolerant even of flagrant political turpitude;while the slaveholders restrain outward
dissent by the strong haud. No Committees of
Vigilance have been raised in the free States,
to banish, under pain of death, the men who
attended the Cinciuuati Convention.den of
thieves, as Colonel Kenton, an eye-witness,
and a supporter of its candidates, describes it
to have been, and abhorrent to the free States
as were its principles and objects. The Southernparty is permitted, without let or hindrance,
to run a Buchanan ticket in every free State;
but such a ticket will not receive in them any
more votes than a Fremont ticket would receive
at the South, if suffrage was free there, and if
men could freely speak and write and print
their genuine sentiments. At least as great a

proportion of the people south of Mason and
Dixon's line desire the election of Fremont, as
can be fouud north of it in favor of Buchanan.
If South Carolina is against Fremont, Massachusettsis against Buchanan, and with equal
warmth and unanimity. If Mississippi is enthusiasticfor Slavery-extension, Vermont is enthusiasticagainst it. If there is no Republicanorganization in many of the Southern
Slates, it is simply because the slaveholders
will not permit it. Ruling everything with the
pistol, the bludgeon, and the bowie-knife, they
now undertake to take advantage of their own

wrongs, and to plead this sham, pretended,
and fictitious unanimity of the South, against
Col. Fremont, as the crowning reason against
his election. It is, in truth, one of the most
persuasive arguments in his favor, because it
is one of the most convincing proofs of the
tyranny of an institution, the further spread of
which it is the principal object of his election
to defeat.

In Kentucky, where Cassius M. Clay has conqueredfree discussion, a Fremont electoral
ucttei nas Deen iormea, ana wm receive, it is

admitted, nut less than ten thousand votes.
The city of St. Louis, the second city in the
South, has just elected to Congress a Republicancandidate, standing npon a Republican
platform. Iu Maryland, the Republicans, who
are numerous and influential, will form an
electoral ticket, and poll a heavy vote for it.
The numerous letters received by the RepublicanAssociation at Washington, from the far
South, show how wide-spread and deep is the
desire which exists there for the success of the
Republican cause. It is only the apprehension
of exposing the writers to ruffian violence, which
restrains the publication of these letters, with
names and dates. Even the organs of the slaveholdersin the extreme South admit that Republicanismhas a large and increasing number
of adherents in their midst.
The Mobile (Ala.) Advertiser says:
" Well might the delegate in the late Black

' Republican Convention at Philadelphiaargne,
' that so rapid would be the spread of Republi'can doctrines, that in four years they could,
' with impunity, hold their Conventions in Rich-
mond, Virginia, or Kexington, Kentucky.

' Was there not good ground for the assurance,
4 in view of the delegates in that body from
4 Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, Tennessee,
4 Kentucky, and District of Columbia? If he
4 had known how many Black Republicans
4 there were in this State and community, he
4 might have moved to adjourn the Convention,
4 to meet in I860 at Montgomery. There are
4 men here in Alabama, and in this county, who
4 are not ashamed to own a preference to Fre4mont over Mr. Buchanan.

Conceding, however, to the slaveholders all
they claim as to the condition of popular sentimentat the South, and their pretensions are
still altogether inadmissible. In effect, they
assume to control the Union, because they controlthe South. If they can make good this
new doctrine of Mr. Fillmore, that no man shall
be elected to the Presidency who cannot commandSouthern electoral votes, they become
at once the acknowledged masters of the Republic.To the Jeffersonian qualifications for
office.44 Is he linne.it? Is he capable? Is he
faithful to the Constitution?".will be added
a new one.44 Is he acceptable to the South f"
The case is simply this: A difference of

opinion, as to the administration of the Territoriesin a particular vitally affecting their destinies.adifference of opinion, broad, fundamental,not, to be sure, incapable of compromise,but in respect to which the South repudiatesall compromise, exists between the free
States on the one hand, and on the other hand,
perhaps not a majority of the free people of the
SoutJi, but the slaveholding interest, which
practically controls and speaks for the South.
Such a case admits of but one solution.the
submission of the minority to the majority.The difference of opinion exists, not because
the free States have adopted any new-lightdoctrines. Thev are abiding by the old doc
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and South. The difference exist*, because the
South has adopted the new and modern vagariesof the South Carolina school. In exertingtheir power to prohibit Slavery in the Territories,
the free States are only attempting an old application of an old principle; they are attemptingnothing which can be said to be a surprise
upon the Southern States, or in fraud of the
principles and understandings, express or implied,upon which the Union was originallyformed. They are attempting nothing which
assails a single right of the Southern States.
They meddle with no institution of the South,
peculiar or otherwise. They abide by all the
guarantees and compromises of the Constitution.Conscious of the high justice of their
cause, they will move forward, undeterred by
menace, coming from whatever quarter it may.

Mr. Fillmore's argument against the election
of Colonel Fremont to the Presidency does not
possess even the merit of originality. It is the
identical argument used against the election ol
Mr. Bauk3 to the Speakership of the United
States House of Representatives. During two
long months, on the floor of the House, and in
still more violent language in the lobbies of the
House, it was insisted that the election of a

Speaker, who did not receive a solitary Southernvote, would destroy the Union, beyond a

peradventure.
In the House, January IT, 1856, (App. tc

Cong. Globe, page 51,) Mr. Carlile, of Virginia,
said:

44 There is not a single gentleman voting foi
4 Mr. Banks, * * * who will rise in his
4 place, and say that he has the slightest hope
4 of obtaining a single vote for the gentleman
4 from Massachusetts, from all that portion ol
4 the Confederacy lying south of Mason and
' Dixou's line. Surely, such an organization
< * * * cannot claim to be national; and
4 its success will, I fear, produce a state ol
4 feeling that will SHAKE THIS GLORIOUS
4 UNION TO ITS VERY FOUNDATION."

This is a specimen of what they said in,the
House, every day, before Mr. Banks was elected.Even alter the event, they could scarcely
believe their own eyes, when they saw the walls
of the Capitol still tirm and solid. If the Union
was not dissolved, they did not believe it could
long survive the shock.

In the House, March 11, 185C, (App. to
Cong. Globe, page 136,) Mr. Wright, of Tennessee,said:
"My brief experience as a Representative

4 has greatly increased my fears that our cher-
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' iahed system is rapidly hastening to a prenutj4 ture decay.

44 Why, what scenes have transpired within
4 the past twelve months, and even since the

,4 meeting of this Congress? We have seen a
4 great party built up in the North, overriding
4 everything, whose opinions were purely sec14tional, whose watchwords were sectional. * *
4 Strange as it may seem, and humiliating as it
4 is, that party succeeded in getting power in
4 this House; and you, 3ir, were chosen to pre4side over the deliberations of this body, with4out having receivetl a single vote, directly,
' south of Mason and Dixon's line. * * I
4 ask, sir, if these facts are not OMINOUS? "

What was the language addressed to the
Southern Representatives by the Republican
party, during the protracted and ever-memorablecontest which terminated in the election of
Mr. Banks ? In brief and in substance, it was
as follows:

44 You Southern gentlemen insist that no
4 man can be national, who cannot get your4 votes, and that the election of a Speaker with4out your votes will be an odious, Bectional
4 triumph. The truth is precisely the reverse.
4 Nobody is national, who can receive your
4 votes, and whoever receives your votes is, by4 that fact, proved conclusively to bo a section4alist. YOU HAVE ESTABLISHED A SEC4TIONAL TEST. You put the thumb-screws
4 on every man who is proposed for the Speak4ership, and unless he will say that he is in
4 favor of, or will interpose no opposition to,
4 the extension of Slavery, you vote against4 him. You stand together, a solid, compact4 body of slaveholders, always unanimous where
4 the slave interest is touched. Nobody will
4 be telected by your aid, except somebody in
4 the interest of Slavery extension. Your tri4umph in electing such a man will be a sec4tional triumph, and doubly odious, because
4 your section is a small minority. You insist
4 upon a Speaker who is for extending Slavery.4 We insist udou a SDeaker who is against ex-
' tending Slavery. You are united to a man.
4 We are not so well united as you are, but we
4 are stronger, and, with God's help, we will
' beat you. Not one inch will we bodge for
4 anybody's threats. Freedom teas national, and4 Slavery ipas sectional, when the Union was
4 formed, and we mean they shall continue so.
4 Yon are a sectional faction, banded together4 for a sectional object. As you will vote for
4 no man who can receive our suffrages, so we
4 can vote for no man who will receive your4 suffrages, as we know very well, and you4 openly say so, that you will vote for no man
4 who is not pledged, body and soul, to Slavery.4 We utterly deny yonr claim to nationality.4 We are the only national party, because, in
4 the first place, we go for Freedom, which is
4 and ought to be national, and because, in the
4 second place, we represent the large majority4 of the nation."

This was the language of the Republican
party during the contest for the Speakership,and every word of it is applicable to the pending
contest for the Presidency. It is no objection
to Col. Fremont that he can carry no slave
State. We should support him as our Representativessupported Mr. Banks, for the very
reasons for which the slave States oppose him.

ti:. -i /
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sword. If the union of the North is mad and
dangerous, how will Mr. Fillmore characterize
the union of the South? Does it commend Mr.
Buchanan to our favor, that the vote of everysingle slave State is relied upon in his favor?
On the 31st of July, 1856, the WashingtonUnion, the central organ of the Buchanan

party, made the following announcement:
" With the 120 votes from the South, which

' Mr. Buchanan is sure of, and the 27 of Penn'sylvania, it needs only two votes to elect him."
If the South may combine to elect a candidatein favor of the extension of Slavery, may

not the North unite in electing a candidate in
opposition to it? Are the advantages of union
and concert to be the exclusive monopolies of
a bad cause ? If the pending Presidential contesthas assumed the aspect of a sectional struggle,upon whom rests the blame, and which side
of the contest ought we, men of the North, to
espouse? Shall we go with the South, which
has provoked the contest by setting.up new
and odious tests, or shall we stand by our own

people, our own kith and kindred, and our own
institutions? With the blood yet fresh upon
the soil of Kansas, of our brethren slain by the
minions of slaveholding tyrants, shall we ask
permission of Virginia and South Carolina to
elect the man of our own choice to the Presidency?Is nobody to enter the White House,
unless endorsed by the South ? Is the support
of the free States to be a fatal disqualification
for office and honors ? So it has been for long,
but so is it not now, and so will it never be
again. The charm of Southern invincibility
was broken forever, on the day and hour when
XT D D 1 l.J a. aL- O 1 1_ nL.'_
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The volume of slaveholding domination waa
then closed. A new era then dawned, which
will ripen iuto perfect day, when John C. Fremont,bearing the hopes of the nation, and
backed byexultiDg and resistless millions, shall
restore the lustre of the Presidential office, and,
casting the false gods of modern idolatry to the
moles and to the bats, shall bring back again
the true and ancient worship of Republican
Liberty.

THE 8UMNER ASSAULT.

SPEECH OF H0N7M. H. NICHOLS,
OF OHIO,

IN THK HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Jolt 12, 1856,

Upon the Resolutions of the Majority and Minorityof the Select Committee to Investigate
the Assccult upon Senator Sumner.

Mr. NICHOLS said:
Mr. Spkakkk : I do not rise with the hope of

iniluencing the vote of any member of the
House upon the resolutions before us. My own
judgment is already formed, and I presume the
mind of every other gentleman upon this tloor
is already made up, as to the course which it is
proper for this House to pursue upon the matterbefore us. But, sir, after coming to the
conclusion to vote for the resolution reported
by the majority of the committee, in reference
to the principal in this transaction, I have
sought the tloor for the purpose of explainingbriefly the vote I shall give. Before doing so,I shall refer to an incident which occurred in
debate on the day these resolutions were taken
UP-

.[At this point, Mr. Nichols gave way to u
motion to adjourn, which being negatived, he
proceeded as follows: |

Mr. Speaker, I was about to remark, when
interrupted, that reflections had been cast on
the action of the committee of which I am a
member, in respect to the recommendation to
print extra copies of the report of the committeeto iuvestigate this assault. It will be remembered,that, when that resolution was presented,1 sought the floor for explanation. Mydesire was to state that the report then submittedwas a majority report; that I did not
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fairness, I think this statement meets and disposesof the charge that any political advantage
was sought by that report.

Mr. Speaker, I view this transaction in a difrferent light from some other gentlemen. I regrettedit from first to last; and I think that
all implicated will have abundant reason to regretit hereafter, and that gentlemen have more
reason to deplore it than they have for condem,nation now. I have no political capital to
make out of the question. But, sir, I regardit as a question for adjustment by this House.
What, sir, is the question? Have the privi|leges of the co-ordinate branch of the National
Legislature been iuvaded; and if so, and by a
member of this House, is the invasion such a
one as we ought to take cognizance of? In
my judgment, it is an offence of which thiB
House ought to take cognizance. I would be
glad, from the personal relations which I have

, sustained to the gentleman implicated in this
matter, if I could, from a sense of duty to myself,to the Constitution, and my constituents,
be brought to regard it in a different light.

, The conclusion to which I have arrived is, that
the resolution submitted by the majority contemplatessuch action as it is proper and justthat this House should, take in the premises.
Yet the majority report of the committee is

assailed. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.Cobb] made a long and eloquent speech, to
prove that this House had no jurisdiction over
the offence. He asserted, that to adopt the
line of policy laid down by the majority of the
committee would lead to an invasion of the civil
rights of the citizens of the Union. I do not so
regard it In my judgment, when the gentlemanfrom South Carolina made up his mind to
an assault op Senator Sumxek.when he deliberatelydetermined to punish hip) for words
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spoken in debate, he made np his mind to all
the conseqnenees which might follow the act.
And I will do him the credit to say, that when
it was first proposed to make this a subject of
investigation here, he had the courage to come
forward, and avow himself responsible to all the
consequences of the assault. I have the right
to assume that he had deliberately made up his
mind to incur all the consequences of the act,
and that be meant to assume all the responsibilitiesflowing from the act itself. [Mr. Brooks
nodded assent.] The gentleman assents to my
last proposition. And I presume, if the House
vote that the act was an infringement on the
rights and privileges of the Senate, this is one
of the consequences to which he held himself
liable. If it is said the gentleman conceived
himself to be so aggrieved that he could only
be avenged by the exercise of his physical
strength, then that gentleman and his friends
ought not to complain if the House of Representatives,constituted as it is, deems it proper,
out of regard for its own dignity and the sovereigntyof the people, to express its disapprobationof the act.

Sir, in the investigation of this case, I believe
that I am not animated by any party spirit. I
believe, in addition to that, that I have nothing
to gain from the determination of this case in
any way. It would afford me more pleasure to
vote against the expulsion of the gentleman
from South Carolina, than it would to vote to
cast any imputation or censure upon him. But
I believe that the peace of the country in the
future, and the security of debate in the present,
require action at the hands of this House. If
I did not so believe.if I did not believe that
the peace of the future was involved in the actionof this House, I should be very slow to
move in this matter, or to say one word in referenceto the transaction which has occurred.
Sir, when I heard that this assault had been
committed, it was a matter of grave question
with me, from my personal acquaintance with
the gentleman from South Carolina, whether
the report which reached me was one of truth
or falsehood ; and I have to say in reference to
it now, without one word as to the motives
which prompted him, and into which I have no

right to inquire, that I believe it to be an unfortunatetransaction, and one which never

ought to have occurred.
And this brings me to au investigation of tbe

question, as to whether, when it undoubtedly
has occurred, it is a matter which this House
should take jurisdiction and cognizance of, and
whether.that point being determined in the
affirmative.this House has the authority and
the right to dispose of it in the manner recommendedby the majority of the committee.
Sir, I believe that we have that right.that we
have that power; and, without going into a

recitation of the precedents and principles which
have adjusted assaults and breaches of the
privileges of this House heretofore, at this point
in my remarks, it is sufficient for me to say that,
in no instance, from the foundation of the Governmentdown to the present time, has either
branch of the Legislature failed to take cognizanceof such an offence as this, and to manifesttheir disapprobation of it. I take it, then,
that the precedents are clear and conclusive.
that the course of legislation in regard to these
matters has been clear heretofore, and that, if
we follow the light of experience.if we adopt
the precedents furnished us by our fathers.there
can be no question that this case is a proper
one for the House to take j urisdictiou of. There
can be no doubt about tbat.
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tion taken by the minority of the committee,
that there are certain considerations involved
in this question, which appear never to have
struck those who have heretofore had the dispositionof such cases, and it is only to one or
two of those points that I wish to direct my attention.My own opinion in reference to the
clause of the Constitution which gives us power
to investigate cases of this kind.that clause
which declares that each House shall prescribe
rules for its government, that each House may
punish its members for disorderly conduct, and,
with the concurrence of two-thirds, expel a

member.my opinion with reference to it is,
that the power given them over offences of this
kind is plenary, that it is full and absolute.
But it is urged that, even if the House has this
power, it should not be exercised, for certain
reasons. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Cobb] said, that, although the power was

clearly conferred by the Constitution, it should
not be exercised by you in any case of breach
of privilege, until you had first passed a law
defining, from first to last, what constitutes
offences against the privileges of the House,
and prescribing the punishment therefor. I do
not concur in that view at all. I do not concur
in the train of reasoning by which the gentlemanfrom Georgia reached his conclusion.

It appears to me that, if we adopt that gentleman'sreasoning, all we have to do is, put the
Constitution in a straight-jacket, and lay it
aside.to decide that its provisions have not
sufficient vitality to vindicate its positive injunctions,and permit any man who commits an
offence of this kind, which, in my judgment,
unequivocally violates its plain provisions, and
destroys the rights of the people guarantied by
that instrument, to pass with impunity. It has
been well said in this discussion and elsewhere.
by our judiciaries and by the most learned'

.-i il. 1 -r
commentators upuu iue iawH 01 our country.
that discretion must exist somewhere, and that
it is a necessary incident of every Government.
Sir, if discretion is to exist anywhere, I do not
wish to see it vested in our administrative officers,or altogether in the courts; I would infinitelyprefer to see it vested in this body, which
is the immediate representative of the people,
reflecting their wishes, and whose judgments
and actions ought to be, at least, if they are not,
in conformity* with the will of their constituents.
If discretion is to be vested anywhere, 1 would
rather see it here than in your courts, your administrativeor executive officers, or in any
other body. And there is a manifest propriety
in placing it here. Your executive and administrativeofficers spring from the discretion
invested in the representative# of the people;
they are themselves the creatures of the sovereignpower of the people, exercised by their
representatives.
Mr. Speaker, when the argumeut of the gentlemanfrom Georgii [Mr. CoubJ was being delivered,I listened to it with agieat deal of attentionand agreat deal ofrespect; but as it proceeded,these questions forced themselves upon my

mind, and I involuntarily turned to the considerationof this state of things. I have thought,
sir, that it would be a matter of great, propriety
to see inscribed over the entrance to this Hall,
the privileges of an American Representative.
I pictured to my own mind, that, under the
rules prescribed by the gentleman from Georgia,
that inscription would be something in these
words: " It shall be a breach of privilege' to assault a member of Congress." " It shall
' be a breach of privilege to assuil and abase any
' member for words spoken in debate." " It shall
' be a breach of privilege jo do anything ^hich' could create a personal disability, to interrupt' the course of legislation here, or to inflict per'sonal disability on any member of this boay."
Now, sir, although this may be the wish and
ilotopminolmn C\f ViO (rontlaman
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who says that all these things should be spread
on our book of iuies, and upon our statute-book,
yet I infinitely prefer that they should rest uponthe plain provisions of the Constitution and the
law which now governs, and always has governed,the deliberations of this House, aud which
defines the privileges of legislators, and protect*the dignity of our National Legislature.

Bat, sir, great stress is laid upon tfce wofd" question. The gentleman from Georgia.the minority of the committees-seeks rather to
refer the plain ordinary provision of the Constitution,"and for any speech or debate in
' either House they shall not be questioned in
' any other place,'' to a simple immunity from
prosecution for libel in a court of justice. I
shall not stop to discuss the various uses of the
word " question ".to point opt how a m^n ipaybe "questioned,'' "elsewhere,'' and "Tn any
other place" than a court of justice. In ray
judgment, the gentleman from South Carolina
has resolved the doubts of the minority.'thatif he has not, he at least ought to have furnishedto doubters sufficient evidence, that a man
may be questioned for " any speech or debate,"
without bein" called to answer an action in
any court. The word " question" is not,
and never has been, in its plain connections,limited to any such narroy "sunae. A Bepre1sentative, or a Senator, it is trpe, m*7 he sued
for words spoken in debate. If so, he simplypleads his privilege under the Constitution.
His plea is effectual, and he is discharged from
all the consequences flowing from a prosecutionfor libel. No law is necessary for his defence,
save the simple, plain provision of the Constitutionitself. It is a provision which executes itaelf,
dependiug upon no legislation. Not needing
any aid to give it vitality, it stymja as an effect-
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ual shield to the Representative forever, in respectto words spoken in the course of official
duty. And it matters not, sir, whether his rep
resentative character has been divested or not,
he is forever free from question in a court of
justice.

But do gentlemen seriously contend that immunitiesfrom civil liability are the only ones

contemplated by this provision of the Constitution? Is it true that, while you may not subjecta man's pocket to depletion for words spokenin debate, or speech delivered, you still may
beat him, that you may shoot or destroy him,
and that this is no " questioning; " that a membermay do this to a fellow-member, and that
both remaining within the House, subject to its
laws, its jurisdiction, and yet that the offender
cannot be reached by any action here ? That
Buch "behaviour" is not disorderly.that such
conduct is not cause for expulsion, or any other
proper action of the body to which the offender
belongs ? Mr. Speaker, I put this matter seriouslyto the House.to this body, which, as the
direct representative of the people, ought to, if
it does not, possess a high sense of the majesty
of the power which creates and sustains it. Are
the constitutional rights of life and personal securityof less consequence than the right of property?Are we to shield the member's pocket,
and yet leave his life, his personal seourity, to
the reckless and lawless conseo uences of Das-

aioii, uncontrolled by law or reason? No, sir;
nature and reason revolt at such a conclusion.
Yet, sir, such seems to me to be the inevitable
consequences of the positions assumed here by
gentlemen.

Bat, sir, for the benefit of the gentlemen of
the Opposition, I wish to cite an authority in
reference to this point I need not say, Mr.
Speaker, that precedent is invariably opposed
to these assumptions. That " free speech"
must be accompanied with a " free use of the
bludgeon," is a doctrine of latter-day invention
and application. But sir, to my u precedent;"
I allude, sir, to the difficulty between Mr, Randolphof Virginia, and Mr. Clay of Kentucky,
in 1826. For words, sir, much more personal,
more bitter in character, than those alleged as
a justification for this assault, Mr. Clay challengedMr. Randolph. In the Thirty Years'
View, by Colonel Benton, we are assured that
Mr. Randolph adopted the resolution, in the
duel to be fought, not to fire at Mr. Clay, for two
reasons. First, an unwillingness to injure Mr.
Clay; and secondly, because to do so would,
in the language of the author, be an implied
acknowledgment of Mr. Clay's right to make
him answer. This he would not do, either by
implication or in words. He denied the right
of any person out of the Senate to question him
for words spoken within it. He took a distinctionbetween a man and a Senator. As Sena-
tor, he had a constitutional immunity given him
for a wise purpose, and which he would neither
surrender nor compromise. As an individual,
he was williutr to cive satisfaction for what, was
deemed an injury.

And, again, upon page 71 of the same work,
we find the following :
" Mr. Randolph accepts the challenge of Mr.

4 Clay; at the same time, he protests against
4 the right of any minister of the Executive Gov4ernmeut of the United States to hold him re4sponsiblefor words spoken in debate, as a Sen4atorfrom Virginia."

This, sir, was the sense which one of the
great men of his age held in reference to this
question of privilege.this constitutional safeguardof free discussion; and 1 shall show, Mr.
Speaker, before 1 conclude, that precedents and
reason are upon the side of the majority of the
committee, and that their proposed action is
warranted by the laws and usages of our country.This much, Mr. Speaker, for the argument
of this case. As I have no disposition to consumetime, let me briefly present my understandingoY the factsin this case, and the grounds
upon which my opinion rests.

1 have heretofore expressed my opinion of
the morale of this transaction. 1 have only to
say, in addition, that, in my judgment, the whole
matter affords the most melancholy evidence of
the political degeneracy of the times, of the bitternessand unworthiness of party strife, and the
evils flowing from perverted partisan legislation,
ever afforded by the history of our country.

If you look in the Senate of the United States,
what do you see? The speech of Mr. Sumner
was characterized by extreme severity.gentlemenhere say it was incendiary, insulting, and
libellous in its character. I am not here to draw
nice distinctions. With the peculiar views of
Ciurlks Sumner, I have no sympathy; but, sir,
he is an American citizen; he has all tlie rights
belonging to that high character.the right to
hia opinions, and their free expression. I have
stood in the forum of Senatorial debate^ and
have heard him denounced as a " moral traitor,"
in common with others.not because there was
justice in such denunciations, but because it
was popular to denounce.because it was the
sentiment of the locality which dictated denunciationrather than argument. Sir, I have no
word to say in vindication of that speech. Such
as it was, it had passed unquestioned in that
body. No call to order had interrupted it; no
Senator arose in his place to urge that it violated
the privileges or the decorum of debate.not
one, And i think, sir, when gentlemen arraign
that speech here, they are, granting their strictaresto be true, very clearly demonstrating that
the standard of parliamentary courtesy and profrietyis a very low one in the Senate of the
Jnited States.
If this speech was one for which its author

should have been held responsible in a personal
encounter, it is one which should have been
checked in its delivery. If it was a production
fit to subject its author to the disgrace of personalchastisement, then it was disgraceful for
a deliberative body to sit and listen to it. Hut,
sir, it was listened to by a body jealoqs of its
privileges, courtesies, and rights.listened to,
sir, without interruption; and I am bound, as
such is the fact, to take it as parliamentary.

Sir, I shall regret it exceedingly, if this discussionassumes a personally offensive character.
My object in rising was not tb inflame passion,
but to invite a cool and deljberqte judgment.
We are not advocates to plead for the condemnationof any man. Our committee has made
1U) piCBCUVUIUIlV Ul lOVWj ai^uiutuwj »"u VVU*

elusions, and we are judges.judges of the law
and the facts. Well, sir, let us examine these
dispassionately.

Sir, it is not controverted that.
" The Hon. Preston 8. Brooks, a member

1 of the House of Representatives from the State
( of South Carolina, did, on the 22d day of the
' present month, after the adjournment of the
' Senate, and while Mr. Sumner was seated at
' his desk in the Senate Chamber, assault him
* with considerable violenoe, striking him nu'merous blows on or about the head, with a walk'ing stick, which cut his head, and disabled him
( for the time being from attending to his duties
1 in the Senate."

This is the exact finding of the Senate, as to
the assault; and the justification of the party
charged with tjie offenqe is also stated by the
senate committee in his own words. It was becauseMr. Sumner used language in debate, on
the Monday and Tuesday preceding, which Mr.
Brooks considered libellous ofthe State ofSouth
Carolina, and slanderous of his near kinsip&P,
Mr. Buti.er, a Senator from that State, xhoj
at the time, vas absent from the Senate and the
city. The committee of the Senate, sir, return
their finding as to what offence was committed,
in these words :

" That this assault was a breach of the priv'ileges of the Senate."
And the committee further report:" The Senate, for a Veach pf it# privileges,f cannot arrest a member of the House of Rep<resentatives, and, £ fortiori, cannot try and

' punish him; that such authority devolves upon
' the House of which he is a member;" and,
therefore, "that it is not within the jurisdiction' the Senate, and can only be punished by the
' Houseof Representatives, of which Mr. Brooks
1 is a member."
And, bv resolution, the Senate sends the whnle

cage here for action. Acting upon this presentmentby the Senate, and upon the farther testimonybrought out by their examination, the
majority of the House committee report the followingresolution:

" That Pbeston S. Brooks be, and he is forth1with, expelled from this House, as a Represent1ative from the State of South Carolina ; "With a resolution of disapprobation as to the
course of Messrs. EimuHnsos and Kxrrr, inreference to the assault. And the minority of
the committee report that the assault was no
breach of privilege, and that the House has no
jurisdiction of the matter.

Mr. Speaker, if I regarded the question as at
all doubtful, I should resolve that doubt against
my own body, if a co-ordinate body reportedunanimously as to a matter like this. The privilegesof a legislative body, the sanctity of its
character.clothed us it most necessarily be
with the majesty of the people, with the dele-
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gated sovereignty of their masters.is not a subjectfor invasion npon slight pretences. It is no
safe precedent, iu civilized countries, where law
prescribes the punishment of offences, for the
citizen to usurp the redress provided by law,
and to judge for himself of the character of an

offence, aud deal out castigations and punishmentsby any standard of nis own. Society is
organized to restrain such conduct, not to aid
and foster it. Men form civil communities, and
submit to laws and regulations, because social
order is preferable to anarchy and disorder. If,
then, this be true as to *he citizen, in my judgment,the offence becomes one of the first magnitude,when levelled at one clothed with the
character of a Representative or Senator, where
freedom of opinion, freedom of speech, and personalsafety, are essential to a faithful exercise
of delegated power.

But, sir, I am clear as to the course I shall
pursue. I believe it is sustained by the Constitution,by legislative precedent, and by sound
reason. My reading of the Constitution enables
me to see my way in this matter without difficulty.I choose to take its letter and spirit for
my guide, and not to fritter away or weaken its
plain provisions by abstractions. But, sir, I
propose more, in the time that remains to me,
to review the report of the minority of the committee.than anvthiner else in these remarks.
We are asked what warrant we have for this
proceeding; whether we find it in the Constitution; and if not, where is it found ? I answer
this committee, that we do find it in the Constitution,in the fundamental as well as the clearly-establishedand well-acknowledged law of
this country, as applicable to parliamentary
bodies.

What, sir, are the immunities of a member of
the Senate or House of Representatives ? Sectionsix of the Constitution says :

"They shall,in all cases except treason, felony,
1 or breach of the peace, l>e privileged from ar'rest during their attendance at the session of
1 their respective Houses, and in going to and
1 returning from the same; andfor any speech
1 or debate in either House, they shall not be
1 questioned in any other place.''

I need not say, sir, that this right of free discuBsionis one of the rights of an American citizenmost highly prized. We kuow this well.
It is a right for which revolutionary! blood was

shed. It is a right asserted here as often as it
has ever been questioned. And the sanction
of great names has given it a character, that
the ephemeral discussions of the day cannot
weaken or destroy.

If it be true, then, Mr. Speaker, that the Constitutionprotects the member for words spoken
in debate, (and of this, I apprehend, there can
be no question,) the inquiry arises, How is the
member withdrawn from the protection thus at-
ioraea mm : i Know 01 Dut one moae. Uu

page 58 of our Manual, I find: "For any speech
' or debate in either House, they shall not be
4 questioned in any other place.''.(Canst. U.
S., 1.6; S. P. Protest of the Com. to James I,
1621, 2d Rapin, No. 54, 211, 212.) But this
is restrained to things done in the House in a

parliamentary oourt..(1 Rush, 663.) For he
is not to have privilege contra morem parlia *

mentarium, to exceed the bounds and limits of
his place and duty.

It is usual, sir, in justification of this assault,
and in the assault upon the majority report, to
constantly assert that the speech which provoked
the difficulty was, in itself, an invasion of the
privileges of debate. I have, sir, alluded to this
matter before, and I do so now again, to put at
rest even that attempt at justification.

Section five, second clause, Constitution of
the United States, says: "Each House may
determine the rules of its proceedings," &c..
that ia, each House adopts rules for its government,which, so far as the House adopting them
is concerned, are absolute. Each House is the
judge of its own order of debate, of the proprietiesand legislative courtesies to be observed
there. So necessary, so indispensable, is this
power and privilege to the independence of co!ordinate branches of the same National Legia!lature, in their legislation, that we (ind, in the
general parliamentary law, the following:

"It is highly expedient, for the due preser4vation of the privileges of separate branches
4 of the Legislature, that neither should encroach
4 upon the other, or interfere in any matter de4pending before them, so as to preclude, or
4 even to influence, that freedom of debate
4 which is essential to a free council. They4 are, therefore, not to take notice of auy bills,
4 or other matters depending, or of votes that
4 have been given, or of speeches which have
4 been held, by the members of either of the

!4 other branches of the Legislature, until the
4 same have been communicated to them in the
usual parliamentary manner. .lialsel.
Then, sir, if this be true, the Senate was the

judge of parliamentary proprieties in reference
to the speech of Mr. Summer. That body had,
by tacit consent, passed upon it; had endorsed
it as within the scope of their rules : as unobjectionableaccording to the standard set up in
that august body. As a speech made in fair
debate, it was protected.protected not only by
the Constitution of the United States, but by
the rules of the Senate, and by the law of the
land. It was not, so far as law and the privilegesof legislative bodies are concerned, questionableanywhere, except in a session of the
Senate, in fair debate. Any attempt to change
the responsibility was not only a violation of
the Constitution, but it was still more a violationof legislative courtesy; an invasion of the
majesty of a sovereign State; a violation of
natural rights.

But I am told, sir, that any notice of this
affair, in the manner proposed, will be an invasionof the rights of the citizen ; that the privilegesof legislative bodies are so vague and ill
defined, that we cannot mark their boundaries,
or safely resort to them lor justice. We are
told that there is no safety, save within the pro-
visions of the Constitution. '

It appears to me, sir, that the minority report
is based upon a misapprehension of this case;
that in the argument its assumptions are not
supported by the of the proceeding. What
is it we propose to do ? Do we propose an im-
prisonment of any person? No, sir. Or do
we threaten the life or property of any gentleman?Not at all. How, then, the rules of
trial, in criminal cases, can have any applica-
tion.ho\y the right of trial by jury, the pre-
Mentation by a grand jury, or the machinery of
criminal jurisprudence, can be invoked in this
proceeding, I do not know. In my judgment,
our proposed action involves no breach of any
of these well-settled rights or obligations. The
House is called upon to manifest its sen^e of
tne conduct ot one 01 its o\yn members; to puss
upon the propriety of the action of a gentleman,
which action is admitted on all hands to have
been an infraction of the laws of the land, and
which, I think, was an infraction of legislative
right. But how is it proposed that we shall
act? By imprisonment, fine, or any corporeal
or pecuniary punishment? Not at ad, sir.
The resolution is, t^at " B#ka?o# S. baooas be
expelled from this body." And, sir, if we go
to the Constitution, it appears to me that we
find the power for this proposed action very
elearly given. Section five of the Constitution
says:

'

j' Each Blouse may determine the rules of its
proceedings, punish its members for disorderly1 behaviour, and, with the concurrence of two'thinls,expel a member."
Now, does any gentleman pretend that this

power is not wisely given, or that it is not
necessary to the existence of a legislative body.its dignity and capacity for legialatiop 1

But, sir, the povyer, in this case, is not loose,
vague, and uncertain. Far from it. The powergranted by the Constitution, in the clause justquoted, is three-fold in its character:

1. To establish the rules of proceeding.
2. To punish members for disorderly conduct.
3. To expel a member, with the concurrence

of a two-thirds vote.
The provisions of Constitution* are always

general.a mere assertion or denial of powersand principles. They are not legislative; they
are merely the rules to which legislation shall
be squared. That the Constitution does not
go on and prescribe the distinct causes for
which the power of expulsion Bhall be used, is
no argument that it shall not be used at all. i
The causes may be as various in their character
as the passions or interests of humanity. The
power is grantee}, to he exercised, upon proper
paqse, by legislative bodies, under the same re* I
sponsibilities that any other power is exercised.
Bike courts, which have the power of punishing
£r contempts, the nature of the case makes <

em the proper judges of what is due to their I
own safety and dignity. A sound discretion, <

demanded alike by decency and justice, is the '

only check that I can find upon the exercise of '

the power. And the only question is, Does this i

constitute a case for thp exercise of the power? *

T'his is a question of opinion.of fact.address- 1
ed to the consciences of members. i
The minority of the committee have cited a i

number of cases to prove that the exercise of ithis power is dangerous.to prove that a wanton ]exercise of it has, in many instances, been attendedwith deprivation of liberty for the citizen, \
and loss of property. I do not doubt that, sir;
but it occurs to me that the minority have made
a most unfortunate selection of dates to establish
their position. The cases cited by the committeebegin in 1547, and, with the exceptiou of a
single one, end in 1695. The exception is the
case of Sir Francis Burdett, committed to the
Tower in 1811, for a libel upon the House of
Commons; and, as an offset to this latter case,
it may be said, that the Senate of the United
States, within a few years past, arrested a man
for an alleged breach of its privileges, and held
him in custody for a number of days; and that,
for alleged libels upon its character, that body
has frequently withdrawn its privileges from
various persons connected with its deliberations.

Discarding those precedents which have arisenunder our own Constitution, in the legislative
history of our country, the minority of the committeehave adopted those drawn from the revolutionaryhistory of a country where a continualconflict was maintained between the monarchand his subjects, before the birth of the
"habeas corpus act," or the passage of the
"bill of rights," had secured, even in the ordi-
narv aummisirauoii ui justice, iuk natural rigrus
of Englishmen.precedents drawn from the
days when Scroggs and Jeffreys presided in the
courts, and minions of power were in the legis-
lative bodies, with " hinges in their knees," to
crook at the footstool of kingly power.prove
not much, at this period, save the unhappy conditionof the law at that day, and the aggres-
sions of power above and beyond the control of
the people. And, sir, if the committee had
turned to our own history, it appears to me
that safe, just, and wiae precedents, would have
resolved all their doubts. *

In March, 179G, Mr. Baldwin, a member of
this House, presented to the House certain cor- '

respondence between himselfand General Gunn, '

a Senator from the State of Georgia, including
a challenge addressed to him by General Gunn.
These were referred to a committee, of which
Mr. Madison was chairman, who reported, by
their chairman, that the same was a breach of
the privileges of the House on the partofGeneral
Gnnn and Mr. Frelinghuysen, a Senator from
New Jersey, by whom the challenge had been
borne. This House, then, by its report, assertedits dignity against au offence on the part of
the Senate. In this case, the Senate report
that a member of this House is the offender.
In May, 1828, a personal assault having been
made by Mr. Russell Jarvis upon Mr. John
Adams, the Private Secretary of the President,
just after his delivering a message to the House
of Representatives, and while on his way to the
Senate with another message, the matter was,
ou complaint of the President, referred to a

select committee. A majority of the committee,
by Mr. McDuflie, of South Carolina, their chairman,reported that.

" Upon a view of all the circumstances, the
' committee are of the opinion that the assault
' committed by Mr. Jarvis upon the Private
Secretary ot the President, whatever may have

' been the causes of provocation, was an act
' done in contempt of the authority and dignity
4 of this House, involving, not only a violation
1 of its own peculiar privileges, but of the im4munity which it is bound, upon every princi4pie, to guaranty to the person selected by the
4 President as the organ of his official commu4nications to Congress."
And, again, in 1832, the House of Representatives,after a long trial and thorough discussion

of the question, voted that General Houston,
by making a personal assault on Mr. Stanbery,a member of the House, for words spoken
in debate, was guilty of a contempt and violationof the privileges of the House. But, perhaps,the firHt example of punishment for breach
of privilege, and for an offence against the
character of a legislative body, is found in the
following instance:

In 1797, William Blount, a United States
Senator, was almost unanimously expelled from
that body. I believe there was but one vote
against his expulsion. His offence wa3 an at-
tempt to seduce from his duty an American
agent among the Indians, and to alienate the
confidence of the Indians from the public au-
thorities of the United States. Justice Story
says of this case, (2 Commentaries on the Consti-
hUion, 299 :)

44 It was not a statutable offence ; nor was it J' committed in his official character ; nor was
'it committed durin;/ the session of Congress ;
nor at the seat of Government. * * * *

,

It seems, therefore, to be settled by the Sen- '

ate, upon full deliberation, that expulsion may '

be for any misdemeanor which, though not
' punishable by any statute, is inconsistent with
the trust and duty of a Senator."
And in reference to the power which maybe exercised in such cases, the same Justice

says:
44 The power to expel a member is not, in the ,

British House of Commons, confined to offen- ,
4 ees committed by the party as a member, or 1

' during the session of Parliament; but it ex- J' tends to all cases where the offence is such as, i
4 in the judgment of the House, unfits him for 1

' parliamentary duties.".Ibid., 300, 301. ,

Justice Story, after asserting this power to
punish contempts to be fully vested in the Con- '

gress of the United States, well remarks: I
44 Nor is this power to be received in an un'favorable light. It is a privilege, not ol the
members of either House, but, like all other (

' privileges of Congress, mainly intended as a 1

privilege of the people, and for their benefit.". J2 Story's Commentaries on the Constitution, i

:i°7.
Jefferson, in his Manual, section third, enu- ,

merates the powers and privileges of Congress 1

over their members, and says that 44 no further \law is necessary, the Constitution beiug the
' law."
Rawle, in his work on the Constitution, says:
" mxpuision may, however, be founded on

criminal conduct committed in any place,and either before or after conviction in a court
of law.".l'p. 4.", 44, 4$,
Mr. Speaker, the Senate reports to us unani- i

ipously a broach of their privileges. I could not
see the necessity of a committee of inquiry here; <
for as to the facts.that an assault had been
committed.that, such assault was a breach of <the privileges of the Senate.I considered that
it was a determined question.that these things
were res adjudicate.
The question is, How should we punish, and

have we the right to punish, for an infraction ]of the Senate's privileges ? I think we have.
that the authorities cited prove the power, and
that we have only the simple question of expe-diency. Why should we punish ? Because,sir, i

" Neither Hoqfic can exercise any authority
over a member or officer ofthe other, but should
complain to the House of which he is, and leave
the punishment to them."
Sir, the propriety of this mode of procedure f

is such, that 1 forbear all comment. I
These precedents, sir, founded upon the plainprovisions of the Constitution.supported as

they are by the Manual, which is the law of our ,House.to my mind, dispose of the whole case, i
and clearly answer the report of the minority. jBut, sir, the minority report takes a distinc- '

tion between a speech delivered in the Senate iand a speech printed.and iptimatea that, while i
the privilege r&ay attach to the one, it cannot i
Lq the other. >*ir, this appears to me to be a
singular view oi this case. Is not the distributionof every speech made here a thing ofcourse, ,under laws passed by Congress ? What are
these reporters for? What the vast volumes of ]Congressional Globes, which, at every long session,swell up to three or four volumes ? Why,dmply that the opinions of member* shall be

.distributed shall be published to the world. It
appears to me, sir, that, when Congress assumes «

the responsibility of providing by law for the '

distribution of speeches, it is full late to urge h
such a distinction as that taken by the minor.

iMr. Speaker, I have attempted simply to dis- f
cuss the legal bearing and consequences involvedin this case. In my action with it, I have
imply looked to the character o! Congress as
9 legislative body, and sought to estimate what J
was due to ourselves. I have no feeling to grat- n

ifyin the matter, no wish to provoke or inflame
motional feeling. No man regrets the occasion >
for my vote more than I do. No man would '

more gladly give up something to the infirmities £uf passion, and to the weaknesses which some- <

Limes mislead men, than myself. The maxim f

5f Goethe, " that as we grow older, we should
become more lenient to the errors of frail humanity,' is one that, as an individual, I would

rather cherish than reject; but if I pursue a
jontrary course now, it is because, in my hum- "

jle judgment, the bitterness of discussion in the *

uture, the dignity oi this body in the present,uid the freedom of legislative action at all times, J

w

VOL.T
requires that no such occurrence as thia should
pass unheeded.

It is urged, sir, that a proper mode of settlin?this controversy is by a personal adjustment btweenthe parties to the assault; that "persoiresponsibility"is the best method of regulatin,affairs of this kind. But, permit me to ask, <£gentlemen seriously assent to this doctrine? l>jthey mean to have us understand that, for evenoffence taken here by a gentleman, whether w,
or ill founded, the inevitable resort must bethe arena of personal combat, and that the t*Houses must see this system inaugurated, u*]yield up the power they possess, of vindicate,their own dignity, to the select few who presortthe terms and conditions of a barbarous code-,opposed to civilization, humanity, a id r«jasnr;Oh, no, sir. While I confess, sir, that my o*;ideas of personal responsibility are not thos*almost the whole mass of Northern men, T.Godforbid that we should give to thw pist. >:the street fight the solution of questions of prilege!
And believe me, sir, the Northern and \\\v

em men.the voters.sanction no such thin?Educated to look upon deliberate killing as mt>der, in violation of God's law and man's 1»>taught to look upon personal encounters as d.reputable, they aBk that no such rule shall j»acknowledged here. They practice, sir.ua
a different principle, and acknowledge no ol.
galion that peril* life upon a foolish puuct
or exaggerated sentiment.
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Is devoted to the science of human nature, 1; .

each inan his powers, duties, and relations how to B>l.
the most of himself, and thus secure the lushest n
and physical well-being.
Practical Phrenology, or how to read Character v[uiprovement. Home Education, Government. Sen.

jf Pursuits, Choice of Apprei.tices, Clerks, Pur;
Kusiuess. or Companions for Life, will ho cleat'. .forth. Biography, with Portrmts. Mechanism. Airr,
;ure, and Horticulture, with Engravings, will make
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AVER'S CATHARTIC PILLS:
PILLS THAT ARE PILLS!!

T)ROF. HAYES, State Chemist of M««m niv.-':, .A they are the best of all Pills, and iiunen .1 ai,
men who certify that Ur. Hayes know^, viz
LEMUEL SIIAW, Chiet Justice Supreme t\,..Massac husetts.
EMORY WASHBURN, Governor of .Massaeh vW. O. PLUNKETT. Lieut. Governor of Mas-urlmEDWAKD EVERECT, Ex-Secretary of Slav a in! alj.rof IT «

"

ROBERT C. W1NTHROP, Ex-Speaker House K.resenlutivos, U. S. A.
ABBOTT LAWKKNCK, Minister I'lemj. .

Great Britain.
JOHN U FIT/PATRICK. Catholic Bishop ol llo-t

MEN THAT ARE MEN!!!
Antottf the diseases this Pill has cured with aslot,ing rapidity, we may loention.
Cosli vciiess, Dilous Complaint*. Kn.-uu , |)r.«Heartburn, lleadHche arising from a foul ,,\

sea, Indigestion, Morbid Inaction of the How,, .arising therefrom. Flatulency, Loss of Appetite, a
ousami Cutaneous Diseases, which rrquir-- :n ev»Medicine, Scrofula, or King's Kvil. They »o. |.\

tying the blood and stimulating the syp.ein. ,,irr,,
complaints which it would not he supposed th.
tench: such as Deafness, Partial Bliudnes. Wur ,;,and Nervous Irritability. Derangements of Hie l. r

Kidneys, Gout. and other kindred coinpian ur ,

a low slate «i the body, or obstructions oi its
They are the best Purgative Medicine ever

andyou will but need to use them once to ,

Prepared by Dr. J. C. AYK.R, Lowell. Massacm.,.andsold by D. OILMAN. Washington, ami n> rc^p.able Druggists. t,

C L E V E LAND
WATER CURE ESTABLISHMENT.

THK above Establishment is now commencing its N
Session. It lias been in successful operation lot

past eight years, has treated over three ihuiua. pn-.~who have tlocked thither from nearly even Slam ,.

Union
The Subscriber intends, us Ins U.stn: nie.t -a

Great Pioneer of the New Treatment in tin- W e-:, it.,
shall continue to he what it ever lias been, pre-etnnthe Water Cure ofllie West.
During the past year, large expenditures hav«

inade without and within, ill enlarging, beautifyun;.
improving.

tspecial reference was had to iinprovemeDathinpDepartment. Advantage wa« taken of tlie »» .

suggested by the experience id many years, and r

-ly coiuiori. and convenience, the Proprietor i- rn

Iiis bathing facilities are unequalled by any e-tal
in the Union.
The Proprietor has also, during the pas; year. s >

himself of the new discovery in science. |.\ «h
various poisonous (mineral and metallic. ,n <

wlncii have been taken into the s> stem ir-m u,
and some of which iiave leinumed there for tear, ,

be extracted, and n.ade evident to the sense* He no
with the assistance of the Elretro-Chrrniral bath, sxtn
tig mercury, iodine, leud. and other pm>o ami pr,.
n? them, in a metallic or uxii-lr.nl form. n> tne ev« ' o
iierience nas alreaay proved thai ins disease, e,

Mi red with the assistance of tin* age: win- U it t*
>o«*ible to cure in any other way
The large experience we have had in the treaunci

liseases peculiar 10 female*, ami ilie marked *ur.

which has attended our elforta, induce us to icvr

hey can be here treated with a success and rapidity
ureunsurpassed by none.

T. T. SEELYE, M. 1).,
Cleveland. May, 1*50. PropnrMON

SATURDAY, THE JOTH OF AUGUST. I**
I WILL OFFER FOR SALE.

AT AUUT1UM,
ALL my property, (land, slock, tool*. ahd inn;

adjoining Bloomington. in Monroe. rotiniy.
1'he land (lui acre*) will he sold in low. ranging >"

icrea down to a coinmon town lot. Ii lie* near lit*
rersity, in sight ol the depot, and contain* >c\er»
Icncc*. The soil ia good, the water excellent. lh<
louse and spring unsurpassed; furnishing. righto
ailroail, the lien silo in the county tor a pork Ikmix '

mil. or other steam machinery.
The stock, tarin tools, furniture, and library, are oir

luality, including a superior piano.
Ts:hm*.One half in hand, and ten per cent Ui*

in the other hall; or twelve month* time, on good »
A dairy farm I* much needed; and. he in, will.letition.would be lucrative. So u planing niacin.*' 1
For special terms, as to time, Ac., apply on the

sea, toM. M. CAMPBF.I.I.
N. R. I have also a FARM FOR SAI.K, <I

tores.)on similar terms, at s|.» an acre; withi"
t half miles of the nuinerotia churches, school*, nlr
lepot, shops, mills. Slate University, ami other *d*»
ages of this healthy and nourishing county scat.
'ounded by a moral, industrious, and native Pr«/tc«

'ommunity.Situated on a Stale road. high, hra
veil watered, fenced, and wt'h plenty 01 oak, po|
hcrry. and walnut, to keep up fences, tins farm is *

lotted to stock raising. The house, atahles. orchard, a !
an ha delivered on sale; ami the gram field', ino

wanted, reserving tenant's rights.
407M M. CAMPBF.I.I. ']

STAINED AND CUT GLASS.
J. M. COOK.

125 Congress street, Boston, Massarhmd* L
MANUFACTURES all kinds of Siainnt. Cni K I

elled. Kloek. and Crowd (ii.ASS. suitable 'or *. "I
Lights. Panel Lights, Sky Lights, Church and olh'ro j]nental Windows.

Also, Shades, Glnbsa, Entry Lanterns, Ihor Pa'jjCoach and Lantsm Lights. Ac
I .cad ami Aivtal SASHES niadr lo order
[]. f~ (Around. Enamelled, Flock, Stained. Plate. <>"'

Ac.-inuii, and American (ilues. wholesale and rsts,

DOCTOR HOOFLAND'S
CELEBRATED GERMAN BITTERS,

Prepared by
Dr. C. M. JACKSON, Philadelphia, PenniylmWilleffectually cure

1.1VER OOMPI.A1XT, DYSPEPSIA, JAl'VfMPK, I
Ckronie or Ntrvorm Dtbilitif Distant* of th> Kirf-fi
all Uiitasts arming from a Jmordertil i.n" or Storui

1MIF. Proprietor, in calling the attention oithe pu
this preparation, doe* so with a feeling of the

onfidence in its virtue*, and adaptation to the di-r
or which It is recommended.
It is no n»w and untried article. hut one that h«-

he l~»t of a ten years' trial I.afore the Amerii :r

ind lis reputation and talc i* unrivalled hv any *'

reparation* extant. t
Principal Office and Manufactory. No I'd Are:

'htladrlphia, Pennsylvania
Moanastows, Va.. A*fiMl4,llv'

Dear St*: Tha sales of the Bitters are increasm*
rrlisl speaks volumes in llieir favor i«. that all who

ised them. speak highly of their effects No i"*"'
hat I sell gives such general satisfaction, and the de«'
or it exceeds all precedent; and. 1 assure you. it sir

ne pleasure to sell such a remedy. Our phy«i«'i»
utrinsic value, and the greater part ol" them bar'
iingnnnimiiy sufficiently to lay aside their prc)»di<<"
iRKiibe it in their pnetite. ...

Respectfully, your*, F. M. CHALFA-
Dr. C. M. Jacksor.
For »ale fay Storekeeper* and Druggist* in every

ind village in the United States
/. D. OILMAN, \Va«hineton. and JOHN I- y'

>VELL, Georgetown. D C.. Agent*

PROVIDENCE CONFERENCE StMi
NARY.

[OCATION unrivalled . oil the NarrueansettJ'"Old Ocean."' Accessible hy r*r< Fjght "
need Teachers Superior facilities in all hraneiie*
md ornamental.
Fall Term open* Augu«t 14th : Winter Tcrm."N"

lerftth. For Circular*, address the Principal,
<0!> GKO. W. Ql'FJtKAU. Fast Greenwich. F

: 0 R T EDWARD INSTITUTE
REV J. E. KING, A. M , PRINCIPAL

Faculty.Twenty Professors and. Teach'
riUPKRB BRICK BUILDINGS, well fani»h~<
^ nislied. located ou the Hudson river, seventeen *

lorth of Saratoga. , ,fReduced rare from Troy and raaitotoN first day or'
Whole expense per term, of fourteen w eeks, for H-'"

Vashing. Fuel, Furnished Room. Incidentals. aiV
ion in Common English. 9-10.41). in advance
ent* per week extra for fuel, wheu fares are nrm

Student*' rooms. j
f£T" Students received when there are vaeancie*
barge for residue of the term.

CALENDAR FOR 1856.
Spring Term begins March 2*th; ends July 2d
Fall Term begin* August 14th end* Novemb*"'
Winter Term begins December 4th.
Apply to the Principal, " Fort Edward Initio"* v

'HILOSOPHICAL AND CHEMICAL ^

PARATUS, ,1
kTANUFACTURF.D BY C. B WARRING, ' I
.VI Poughkecyue, N. Y. Catalogue* gratis. I
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